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OF 


MR.  CARTTER,  OF  OHIO, 


ON 


THE  GALPHIN  CLAIM. 


DELIVERED  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  JULY  3,  1850. 


The  House  having  under  consideration  the  Report  and  Resolutions 

of  the  Select  Committee  in  relation  to  the  claim  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  George  Galphin,  Mr.  CARTTER  said — 

Mr.  Speaker  :  I  did  not  expect  to  participate  in  this  discussion. 
I  was  content  to  leave  the  conduct  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  and 
the  Whig  Cabinet,  to  the  honest  judgment  of  the  American  con- 
stitutency,  uninfluenced  by  any  other  persuasion  than  the  mildly 
expressed  truths  of  the  report  of  a  majority  of  the  committee — 
the  fairness  and  integrity  of  which  has  commanded  the  confession 
of  every  apologist  which  Mr.  Crawford  has  upon  this  floor. 

The  history  of  the  claim,  from  its  origin  to  its  end,  is,  by  the 
committee,  fairly,  faithfully,  and  fully  elaborated — the  conclusion 
they  adopted  irresistibly  convincing.  A  further  reason,  sir,  why 
I  did  not  suppose  any  member  of  the  Democratic  party  would  be 
called  upon  here  to  charge  home  the  startling  corruption  involved 
in  the  liquidation  of  the  Galphin  claim,  and  the  culpable,  conduct 
of  the  public  functionaries  implicated  in  it,  was  the  unmistakable 
symptoms  of  reprobation  manifested  throughout  this  Hall — in 
every  quarter  of  this  chamber — when  the  facts  were  first  reported 
to  this  House.  No  member  upon  this  side  of  the  Chamber  then 
doubted  that  the  Whigs  would  rejoice  to  see  the  subject  of  the 
Galphin  plunder  silently  buried,  and  Crawford  with  it — not,  per¬ 
haps,  because  a  shameless  outrage  had  been  perpetrated  upon  the 
Treasury,  but  because  they  had  been  caught  at  it.  A  further  reason, 
sir,  why  I  supposed  talking  would  be  unnecessary,  is  the  unmitiga¬ 
ted  condemnation  which  this  transaction  has  received  from  the 
entire  neutral  and  Democratic  press,  and  that  portion  of  the  Whig 
press  too  honest  to  approbate,  or  too  artful  to  justify,  a  fraud  that 
their  ingenuity  could  not  conceal  or  palliate.  And  a  further  reason, 
is  that  the  earmarks  of  recklessness  and  wrong  are  so  glaringly 
apparent  in  the  history  of  the  case  as  to  amount  to  demonstration. 
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But,  sir,  since  the  report  of  the  committee,  sufficient  time  has 
elapsed  to  compel  the  first  honest  impulses  of  condemnation  on 
the  part  of  the  supporters  of  the  Administration,  to  yield  to  the 
whip  of  party  drill.  The  fear  ^  favor,  and  political  affection  of  po¬ 
litical  power  and  patronage,  is  manifesting  its '  legitimate  fruit. 

The  spoilers  of  the  Treasury  are  still  in  possession  of  its  keys ; 
the  act  of  one  of  the  members  of  the  Cabinet  is  approbated  by 
all,  and  the  whole  justified  by  a  large  portion  of  the  Whigs  upon 
this  floor.  Under  these  circumstances,  sir,  I  find  ample  justifica¬ 
tion  for  a  brief  review  of  the  subject.  In  doing  this,  sir,  1  do  not 
propose  to  review  the  ground  occupied  by  the  committee — I  could 
not  add  to  the  force  of  their  report  if  I  would.  I  shall  confine 
myself  to  some  of  the  apologies  presented,  as  reasons  for  paying 
the  claim.  Before  doing  this,  a  word  in  reference  to  the  honor¬ 
able  member  from  Kentucky,  (Judge  Breck,)  who  opened  his  ar¬ 
gument  in  justification  of  the  Galphins,  in  a  speech  occupying  a 
part  of  two  days  in  the  delivery,  with  the  ominous  preamble,  “that 
the  House,  instead  of  being  engaged  in  reviewing  this  subject 
ought  to  be  employed  in  passing  appropriation  bills.”  Sir,  if  the 
honorable  member  was  sincere  in  the  utterance  of  the  sentiment, 
I  must  differ  with  him.  Now  is  the  time,  and  this  is  appropriate¬ 
ly  the  occasion,  to  pause  and  inquire  with  what  economy  and 
fidelity  the  public  agents  execute  their  trust,  before  committing 
further  treasure  to  their  hands,  and  from  knowledge  of  the  past,  ac¬ 
quire  wisdom  for  the  future.  If  it  is  true,  as  indicated  by  this, 
and  kindred  acts  which  are  daily  being  exposed,  the  Treasury  is 
being  plundered  instead  of  being  protected,  by  those  intrusted  with 
its  immediate  care,  such  legal  restraints  should  be  promptly  en¬ 
acted  as  will  guard  it  in  the  future.  I  claim  to  be  but  an  indifier- 
ent  judge  of  good  taste,  but  if  I  am  not  deceived,  the  friends  of 
the  Administration  would  appear  quite  as  favorable  before  the 
public,  in  approaching  the  question  of  further  appropriations  mod¬ 
estly,  at  least  until  this  manifestation  of  Whig  voracity  is  fully 
disposed  of. 

But  to  the  claim — what  is  it  ?  The  tax-payers  of  the  country 
ought  to  know.  It  appears,  in  the  history  of  the  case,  that  along 
in  the  last  half  of  the  last  century,  and  before  the  Revolution, 
George  Galphin,  the  ancestor  of  the  present  Galphins,  was  a  tra¬ 
der  with  the  Creek  and  Cherokee  Indians,  in  connection  with  a 
swarm  of  others.  His  stock  in  trade  is  not  given.  If  invoiced, 
(judging  from  the  history  of  the  class  to  which  he  belonged,)  it 
probably  consisted  of  whiskey  and  beads,  beads  and  whiskey. 
That  these  Indians  became  indebted  in  large  sums  of  money — 
how  much,  for  what,  and  by  what  means  does  not  appear.  But 
it  does  appear,  that  George  Galphin  and  others  had  been  trading 
long  enough  with  them  to  strip  them  of  all  their  personal  sub¬ 
stance.  These  traders  had  already  fleeced  them  of  their  furs  and 
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fruits  of  the  chase,  for  it  does  appear  that  the  Indians  were 
totally  destitute  of  the  means  to  pay.  This  is  the  condition  of 
the  claim,  the  condition  of  the  Indians,  and  the  condition  of 
Galphin ;  and  it  is  more  than  doubtful  whether  Galphin,  in 
equity  and  good  conscience,  was  entitled  to  a  farthing  from  any 
body,  much  less  the  United  States.  It  appears,  however,  in  the 
further  history  of  the  case,  that  these  traders^  having  possessed 
themselves  of  all  the  Indians  had  upon  the  earth,  with  character¬ 
istic  remorselessness  appealed  to  their  sovereign,  George  the 
Third,  to  extinguish  all  the  rights  which  they  possessed  in  it,  for 
their  benefit.  They  succeeded  :  two  millions  of  acres  of  the  best 
heritage  of  the  Indians  was  transferred  to  Great  Britain.  The 
Revolution  intervened,  and  left  Galphin  and  the  lands  remaining 
with  this  Continent. 

The  State  of  Georgia  appropriated  the  land  to  herself,  and  her 
Legislature  was  engaged  for  about  half  a  century  in  ascertain¬ 
ing  whether  Galphin  was  a  patriot,  had  any  claim,  and  whether 
the  State  ought  to  pay  it,  and  finall}^  after  repeated  and  pro¬ 
tracted  deliberation,  refused  it.  Now,  sir,  from  this  outline  of  the 
case,  who  is  there,  possessing  any  claim  to  sanity  that  can  dis¬ 
cover  the  remotest  relation  cf  equitable  debtor  and  creditor  sub¬ 
sisting  between  the  United  States  and  the  posterity  of  Galphin  ? 
The  imaginary  debt  of  Galphin  was  created  before  the  creation 
of  this  Government.  The  land  upon  which  the  claim  was  fixed 
as  a  lien  was  appropriated  by  Georgia,  and  not  by  this  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  consideration  originating  the  indebtedness  never 
directly  or  indirectly  inured  to  the  benefit  of  this  Government. 
Is  it  surprising,  sir,  that  the  country,  when  these  facts  are  pre¬ 
sented  to  it,  inquires  with  alarm  why  it  is  that  the  principal  even 
of  such  a  claim  should  ever  have  been  recognized  by  the  National 
Legislature  ?  The  inquiry  should  be  answered  and  is  answered 
in  the  history  of  this  case.  Of  the  sixty  members  of  the  last 
Congress,  who  survive  as  members  of  this,  not  a  member,  sir, 
save  the  two  or  three  to  whose  especial  charge  Mr.  Crawford 
has  committed  the  interests  of  his  bill,  could,  if  put  upon  his 
oath,  swear  that  the  bill  had  ever  made  its  appearance.  It  stole 
in  upon  this  body  in  the  last  hour  of  its  session,  when  the  fatigue 
and  confusion  of  the  moment  was  well  calculated  to  cover  the 
passage  of  a  bill  which  investigation  and  exposure  was  sure  to  de¬ 
feat.  It  chose  the  only  time  and  circumstances  under  \vhich  even 
here  it  could  secure  the  nominal  recommendation  of  this  House. 

Without  further  notice  of  the  origin  and  peculiar  circumstan¬ 
ces  under  which  the  principal  of  the  Galphin  claim  passed  into  a 
law,  neither  of  which  can  be  justified  with  any  show  of  reason,  I 
will  invite  the  attention  of  the  House  to  some  of  the  artifices  of 
its  defence  at  this  time.  We  are  not  invited  to  inquire  into  the 
original  legality  of  the  claim,  and  the  equitable  duty  of  the  Gov- 
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ernment  to  pay  it.  Our  attention  is  directed,  or  rather  diverted, 
to  patriotism  in  general,  and  the  patriotism  of  Galphin  in  particu¬ 
lar — the  duty  of  the  General  Government  to  reward  the  patriotic 
services  of  those  who  hazarded  life  and  property  in  the  Revolu¬ 
tion,  &c.  I  have  no  particular  objection  to  all  that  has  been 
said  and  sung  of  patriotism,  in  connection  with  the  investigation 
of  this  subject,  in  the  abstract,  although  it  has  been  quite  too 
noisy  to  impress  one  with  its  sincerity ;  and  where  patriotism  is 
made  the  consideration  for  pecuniary  reward,  and  is  regulated 
by  the  amount  of  the  bounty  that  buys  it,  I  have  done  with  it. 
The  doctrine,  if  prosecuted  to  its  mercenary  end,  would  drive  all 
disinterested  love  of  country  from  the  Republic,  and  convert  the 
free  strong  right  arm  of  the  citizen- soldier,  moved  by  love  of 
country  to  strike,  into  effeminacy  and  treachery. 

Sir,  I  hold  it  to  be  the  inherent  right  and  natural  duty  of  every 
man  to  defend  himself  and  protect  those  dependent  upon  him — 
all  his  instincts,  functions,  and  faculties,  as  an  animal  and  intel¬ 
lectual  being,  enjoin  self-defence.  I  hold  it  to  be  equally  his 
duty  to  defend  the  civil  rights  of  those  associated  with  him,  and 
the  only  reward  that  pure  and  unselfish  patriotism  will  endure, 
is  the  consciousness  of  having  done  it.  What  dearer  privilege 
or  higher  honor  can  the  American  freeman  enjoy  or  aspire  to, 
than  the  privilege  or  honor  of  maintaining  and  defending  the 
guaranties  of  his  liberty?  Yet  this  virtue  is  hawked  about  in 
argument,  upon  this  floor,  as  a  thing  of  sale,  the  subject  of  pecu¬ 
niary  reward,  the  object  of  mercenary  bounty.  But,  sir,  this  cry 
about  patriotism,  worthless  in  itself,  is  worse  in  its  application 
to  the  case  before  us.  What  patriotic  service  did  George  Gal¬ 
phin  ever  render  this  Government  ?  Where  did  he  flight — bleed  ? 
“  Echo  answers,  where  ?”  What  service  did  he  ever  perform  ? 
What  sacrifice  did  he  ever  make?  None.  The  only  evidence 
that  the  apologists  of  Crawford  present  of  Galphin’s  patriotism, 
is  the  fact  that  he  had  great  influence  over  the  Creek  and  Chero¬ 
kee  Indians,  and  although  he  might,  still  he  did  not  persuade  the 
savages  to  cut  the  throats  of  his  friends  and  neighbors.  They 
rely  not  upon  what  he  did,  but  what  he  did  not  do,  to  prove  his 
friendship  to  the  Revolution.  Sir,  if  the  other  elements  of  the 
Revolution  had  been  as  quiet  and  inert  as  the  blood  of  Galphin, 
it  would  have  taken  until  doomsday  to  shake  off  the  despotism  of 
the  Mother  Government.  The  friends  of  Galphin  estimate  his 
devotion  to  the  Revolution  much  stronger  than  his  own  children 
did,  for  it  appears  that  they  applied  to  the  British  Government 
for  relief  in  this  very  case,  soon  after  the  war  closed — an  act  to¬ 
tally  incompatible  with  the  pretence  that  their  ancestor  was  identifl- 
ed  with  the  rebellion, 

Mr.  Burt  interrupted,  and  assured  the  gentleman  from  Ohio, 
and  the  House,  that  he  totally  misconceived  the  character  of 
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George  Galphin.  It  was  a  crude  speculation.  George  Galphin 
was  a  South  Carolinian,  some  of  his  descendants  are  South  Car¬ 
olinians.  They  are  among  the  oldest  and  most  honorable  fami¬ 
lies,  honorable  and  pure  blood  flowed  through  their  veins.  He 
(Mr.  B.)  knew  not  whether  they  were  his  friends  or  not,  but  it 
was  his  duty  to  do  them  justice.  There  was  no  just  grounds  for 
imputation  upon  the  patriotism  or  private  virtues  of  George 
Galphin.  The  gentleman  was  totally  mistaken. 

Mr.  Cartter  (resuming)  said :  I  have  no  knowledge  of  this 
transaction  or  of  the  Galphins,  save  what  we  all  derive  from  the 
record.  I  shall  draw  such  inferences  as  appear  to  me  justified 
by  the  facts,  and  to  talk  about  old  and  honorable  blood,  &c.,  will 
not  deter  me.  Indeed,  sir,  all  the  Mood  I  have  had  any  acquaint¬ 
ance  with  is  about  the  same,  and  subject  to  the  same  laws.  All 
of  it  is  red,  and  circulates  through  a  uniform  arterial  and  venous 
system,  with  this  universal  and  fixed  peculiarity,  that  the  older 
it  gets  the  poorer  it  becomes,  whether  in  the  veins  of  the  same 
person  or  the  generations  of  the  same  family.  The  only  evidence 
of  George  Galphin’s  patriotism  which  I  am  able  to  detect  in  the 
history  of  this  case,  is  to  be  derived  from  the  character  of  his 
employment  and  class  of  business  men  to  which  he  belonged. 
He  was  an  Indian  trader  among  Indian  traders,  a  class  of  per¬ 
sons  known  to  this  continent,  from  the  time  of  its  discovery  by 
Columbus  dov\m  to  our  own  day,  as  a  set  of  men  hovering  on  the 
outposts  of  civilization,  and  extorting  from  the  untutored,  unso¬ 
phisticated  Indian,  all  his  substance,  through  the  agency  of  liquor 
addressed  to  his  worst  appetite,  or  some  paltry  bauble  appealing 
to  his  savage  vanity — governed  by  no  higher  or  better  motive 
than  cupidity.  I  do  not  know,  nor  will  say  that  Galphin  was  a 
trader  of  this  kidney;  but  if  he  was  entitled  to  half  as  much  dis¬ 
tinction  among  Indian  traders  as  Crawford  is  among  claim  agents, 
(a  class  of  persons  second  only  to  Indian  traders  in  the  virtues  of 
avrice,)  his  claims  to  patriotism  were  not  excessive. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  grant  that  George 
Galphin  was  the  very  apostle  of  patriots,  and  his  patriotism  had 
been  commanded  in  the  active  service  of  the  country,  and  that 
the  Government  ought  to  respond  in  money  to  his  posterit}' — it 
does  not  present  George  W.  Crawford  before  the  country  in  any 
more  favorable  light  morally.  It  simply  transfers,  without  trans¬ 
forming,  the  moral  character  of  the  transaction.  In  one  case, 
Crawford  extracts  about  one  hundred  and  fifteen  thousand  dol¬ 
lars  out  of  the  public  Treasur)^  which  is  felt  lightly  because 
taken  from  the  substance  of  twenty-three  millions  of  people.  In 
the  other  case,  he  takes  the  unconscionable  fee  from  the  pockets 
of  a  single  family,  the  ofispring  of  one  patriot.  I  will  leave  that 
portion  of  the  Galphin  and  Crawford  defence  based  upon  patriot¬ 
ism,  and  employ  the  attention  of  the  House  briefly  in  noticing  the 
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justification  set  up  by  the  defenders  of  Crawford  and  the  Cabinet, 
in  drawing  from  the  Treasury  8191,352  89  as  an  item  of  interest 
upon  843,518  97. 

Sir,  the  doctrine  of  exacting  interest  under  the  usages  of  busi¬ 
ness  and  authority  of  the  law,  has  been  deemed  of  doubtful  jus¬ 
tice  and  morality  among  social  philanthropists  and  political 
economists  in  every  age  since  usury  has  been  known.  Its  ten¬ 
dency  is  to  increase  the  distance  between  labor  and  capital,  pov¬ 
erty  and  wealth ;  bring  ease,  luxury,  and  power  to  the  few,  and 
increase  burdens  upon  the  many.  Sir,  the  doctrine  originated 
among  the  men  that  killed  the  Saviour.  One  of  the  chief  motives 
in  murdering  him  was,  that  he  had  turned  the  usuers  out  of  the 
Temple,  and  elevated  to  the  condition  of  moral  teachers  and  re¬ 
spectability  the  poor  and  despised  fishermen.  The  business  has 
been  carried  on  ever  since  by  the  moral  posterity  of  the  Jews; 
and  if  there  was  a  second  Saviour  to  crucify,  Wall  street  would 
be  made  a  second  Calvary  for  that  purpose.  Indeed,  the  case 
under  consideration  “  beats  the  Jews.”  In  the  history  of  all  the 
generations  of  Shylock,  it  does  not  appear,  before  the  advent  of 
Mr.  Secretary  Crawford,  that  they  demanded  interest  without  a 
principal  to  base  it  upon — they  have  heretofore  demanded  the 
pound  of  flesh  accorcing  to  the  bond  ;  he,  without  any  bond.  But 
waiving  all  inquiry  into  the  origin  of  the  Galphin  claim,  and  re¬ 
jecting  all  the  proofs  demonstrating  that  it  never  ought  to  have 
been,  and  never  was,  a  just  claim  against  the  United  States — 
waiving  all  objection  to  the  suspicious  and  sinister  appliances 
and  influences  that  resulted  in  the  recognition  and  liquidation  of 
the  principal,  the  payment  of  interest  is  in  violation  of  the  uniform 
action  of  the  Government,  which  has  heretofore  restricted  the  dis¬ 
bursing  officers  to  the  express  authority  of  law — authority  raised 
not  by  implication  or  inference,  but  granted  in  the  express  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  law-making,  money-appropriating  power.  To  adopt 
any  other  rule,  is  to  take  the  public  treasure  from  the  care  and 
economy  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  where  the  Constitution 
has  committed  it — from  the  supervision  of  twm  hundred  and  thirty 
Representatives,  fresh  from,  and  immediately  responsible  to  the 
people,  for  the  safety  and  judicious  disposition  of  their  treasure, 
and  commit  it  to  the  single  judgment  and  integrity  of  a  single 
officer  not  eminating  directly  from  them,  or  responsible  directly 
to  them.  The  Executive  license  claimed  by  the  Administration 
in  this  instance,  involves  consequences  far  more  important  than 
the  money  embraced  in  it.  If  the  liberty  taken  here  is  to  be  car¬ 
ried  into  every  branch  of  the  Executive  Department  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  it  will  practically  abolish  the  National  Legislature.  If 
the  Administration  can  assume  and  liquidate  debts  without  law, 
they  can  levy  imposts  by  construction,  and  collect  taxes  without 
law. 
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For  the  sake  of  the  argument,  however,  I  am  willing  to  waive 
the  rule  that  mone}^  cannot  be  drawn  from  the  Treasury  without 
express  authority  of  the  law,  and  concede,  if  you  please,  the  prin¬ 
ciple  as  claimed  by  the  Administration,  that  interest  should  be 
paid  in  this  instance  by  authority  of  implication,  under  the  laws 
of  commerce  and  usages  of  trade  in  their  operation  upon  men  in 
their  municipal  relations.  Sir,  in  no  instance  in  commercial  life 
or  business,  does  the  customar}*  or  statutory  obligation  to  pay  in¬ 
terest  exist  before  the  assumption  of  indebtedness — interest  is  an 
incident,  not  an  antecedent  of  indebtedness.  In  this  instance,  if 
the  Government  assumed  anj^thing,  it  assumed  to  pay  the  claim 
of  Galphin  upon  the  Indians,  without  an  intimation,  much  less  a 
provision,  for  the  payment  of  interest.  When  did  the  Government 
assume  to  pay  it?  On  the  19th  day  of  February,  1848,  and 
shortly  after  did  pay  it.  The  Government  paid  it  when  called 
upon  by  Mr.  Crawford  to  pay  it.  The  interest  upon  the  claim  for 
the  period  intervening  between  its  assumption  and  liquidation  by 
the  Government  was  merely  nominal.  Yet  these  honest  admin¬ 
istrators  of  the  public  interests  travelled  back  seventv-three  years 
before  the  Government  was  made  the  debtor  of  Galphin,  and 
seventy  years  before  the  claim  was  first  presented  to  this  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  hunt  up  an  interest  account  which  ante-dates  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  the  United  States  !  Sir,  I  assume  to  say,  that  by  virtue 
of  the  doctrine  of  interest  as  established  by  the  laws  of  trade  and 
commerce,  whether  growing  out  of  custom  or  enforced  by  statute, 
if  this  same  liability  had  been  assumed  by  a  private  citizen,  a 
court  of  law  could  not  be  found  in  Christendom  that  would  have 
awarded  against  him  the  payment  of  this  enormous  charge  of 
interest.  Sir,  my  judgment  questions  seriously  whether  any  other 
person  than  a  member  of  the  Cabinet  interested  in  the  spoils  of 
the  claim  could  have  procured  its  allowance,  even  by  this  Ad¬ 
ministration  ;  and  such  will  be  the  conviction  of  the  American 
■  people.  In  full  view  of  all  the  facts,  it  is  claimed  that  Secretary 
Crawford  is  an  honorable  and  an  honest  man.  This  may  be  true. 

I  have  no  personal  knowledge  to  the  contrary.  I  will  be  permit¬ 
ted,  however,  modestly  to  suggest  the  means  by  which  his  conduct 
in  this  transaction  may  be  placed  beyond  cavil.  It  can  be  done 
by  returning  the  people's  money  to  the  public  Treasury. 

The  friends  of  the  Administration,  in  defending  against  the 
passage  of  the  resolutions  of  a  majority  of  the  committee,  have 
attempted  a  distinction  between  the  culpability  of  the  Secretary 
of  W^ar  and  his  official  associates  in  the  Galphin  transaction,  per¬ 
sonally  prejudicial  to  the  Secretar3^  I  object  to  this.  If  it  was 
legally  right  for  them  to  pa}*  it,  it  was  legally  right  for  him  to 
receive  it.  If  it  was  unlawful  and  wrong  for  him  to  receive,  it . 
was  equally  unlawful  and  wrong  for  them  to  pay.  So  far  as  the 
attempted  distinction  attaches  to  the  motives  of  the  parties,  the 
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balance-sheet  is  largely  in  his  favor.  The  Attorney  General  and 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  if  they  received  no  part  of  the  plunder 
were  left  to  the  naked  discharge  of  their  public  duty,  uninfluenced 
by  the  presence  of  any  selfish  inducement  to  do  wrong,  while  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars,  with  all  its  glittering  deceptions,  lay  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  of  War  and  his  will  and  judgment  to  do 
right.  Greater  and  better  men  have  been  known  to  fall  before 
less  temptation. 

No,  sir;  I  protest  against  any  invidious  distinctions  in  this  case. 
They  deserve  a  common  passage  in  the  same  boat.  The  truth  is, 
that  the  wastefulness  and  profligacy  manifest  in  this  transaction 
is  present,  and  apparently  inspires  the  action  of  Whig  functiona¬ 
ries  in  every  department  of  the  Government ;  and  there  are  two 
principal  reasons  manifestly  producing  the  result.  One  is,  they 
have  been  thrown  into  power  by  accidental  sinister  influences, 
and  expect  to  be  thrown  out  with  the  certainty  of  the  expiration 
of  their  constitutional  term,  and  therefore  feel  no  responsibility, 
and  exercise  no  economy  that  looks  to  the  future  condition  of 
the  Treasury  or  the  country.  The  other  is,  that  without  squan¬ 
dering  the  current  revenues  of  the  Treasury,  they  will  be  unable 
to  justify  the  cry  for  increased  imposts  and  increased  taxation. 
Under  the  combination  of  these  elements  I  do  not  expect,  and  the 
country  need  not  look  for,  any  movement  of  the  party  in  power 
that  is  not  strongly  marked  with  profligacy  in  the  expenditure  of 
the  public  money. 
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